Séptember 19, 2003

Honorable Thomas P, Hansen Y
Presiding Judge

Santa Clara County Superior Court

191 North First Street

San Jose, California 95113

Re:  Final Report: Review of Audits and Financial Reports
Dear Honorable Thomas P, Hansen:
City of Mifpitas’ Consolidated Response:

Pursuant to California Penal Code 933.05 the City of Milpitas herein provides its Consolidated Response fo
the 2002-2003 Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury Final Report as titied above:

Finding {
The City of Milpitas has no independent information upon which to form a bslief or opinion
regarding the finding and, therefore, agrees with the finding,

Recommendation | -
The recommendations refate fo actions by the City of Sunnyvale, The City of Milpitas has no

authority or ability to influence or direct action by the Clty of Sunnyvale and therefore, will not implement the
recommendations.

Finding Il
The City of Milpitas has no independent information upon which to form a belief or opinion
regarding the finding and, therefors, agrees with the finding.

Recommendation |

These recommendations relate to actions by the City of Santa Clara. The City of Milpitas has no
authority or abflity fo influence or direct action by the City of Santa Clara and therefore, will not implement
the recommendations. :

Finding Il

The City of Milpitas agrees with the finding that performing regular management reports or process
audits can potentiaily improve the quality and efficiency of services to Milpitas' citizens but disagrees with
the finding that a city of Milpitas’ size can afford to devote rasources for a full time internal auditor or audit
team to perform process audits, especally during these difficult financial imes.

Recommendation [1l-1

The recommendation has been implemented. The Grand Jury has already been included on the
City's routine distribution list for its Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and Annual Budget,
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Recommendation I1]-2

The recommendation will not be implemented because the City of Milpitas cannot reasonably
afford to devote its resources to engage a full time internal auditor or audit team to perform regular
management reports or process audits. The City of Mifpitas will continue to utilize Its external auditor to
examine the City's internal control structure during its annual financial audit, '

Recommendation /-3

The recommendations relate to actions by the cities of Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, and Monte
Sereno, The City of Miipitas has no authority or ability to influence or direct action by these clties and
therefore, will not implement the recommendation.

Very truly yours,

Jose Esteves
Mayor

ce:  City Council
Thomas J. Wilson, City Manager
Blair King, Assistant City Manager
Emma Karlen, Director of Finance
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September 19, 2003

Honorable Thomas P. Hansen
Presiding Judge

Santa Clara County Superior Court
191 Naorth First Street

San Jose, California 95113

Re:  Final Report; Listing of Special District, Joint Powers Agencies, Designated Non-Profit
Corporations and other Government Entities

Dear Honorable Thomas P, Hansen:
City of Milpitas’ Consolidated Response;

Pursuant to California Penal Code 933.05 the City of Milpitas herein timely provides its Consolidated
Response to the 2002-2003 Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury Final Report as titled above;

Finding |
The City of Milpitas has no independent information upon which to form a belief or opinion
regarding the finding and, therefore, agrees with the finding.

Recommendations {-1 and 2
The recommendations relate to actions by the Santa Clara County Counsel. The City of
Milpitas has no authority or ability fo infiuence or direct action by the Santa Clara County
Counsel and, therefore, will not implement the recommendations.

Finding il
The finding relates to the City of San Jose and with the Grand Jury’s "efforts . . . with most
other entities.” The City of Milpitas has no independent information upon which to forma
belief or opinion regarding the finding and, therefore, agrees with the finding.

Recommendation |}
The Clty of Milpitas will prepare, pericdically update and permanently maintain available to
the public through the City Clerk's Office.a listing of all joint powers agencies to which It
belongs.

Finding Hi

The Clty of Milpitas has no independent information upon which to form a belief or opinion
regarding the finding and, therefore, agrees with the finding.
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Recommendations I11-1 through 4
The City of Milpitas wil prepare, periodically update and permanently maintain available to
the pubfic through the City Clerk's Office 3 listing of fts: Maintenance and Operations
Agreements with non-profit organizations; Co-sponsorship Agreements with profitand non-
profit organizations; Contributing Agreements with profit and non-profit organizations: and
Leases with profif and non-profit erganizations,

Very fruly yours,

Jose Esteves
Mayor

cc.  City Council
Blair King, Assistant City Manager
Emma Karlen, Director of Finance
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June 25, 2003

Honorahle Joge Esteves

Mayor .

and Members of the City Counei]
City of Milpitasg

455 Bagt Calaverag Boulevard
Milpitas, CA D5035

The 2002-2003 Santa Clara County Civif Grand Jury ig fransmitting to yoy jtg
Final Repory, Listing Of Speciaj Districts, Joint Powers Agencies, Designated Non-
Profit Corporations and Other Governmenta] Entities,

PLEASE. NOTR:

L. As stated in Pena] Code 933,05, YOU are required to "Agree" or
"Disagrec" with each FINDING, If you disagree, in whole OF pert, you
must include gy explanation of the reavons you disagres,

Presiding Judge, Santa Clara County Superipr Court, 191 North Fitgt Sweel, San Joge,
CA 95113, no later then Septembey 25,2003, :

SLFER IO F.'ﬁ.‘)w FOuicarge o 1y NURTH FrzgT S'rrta‘:’r. SAN Jose, CALIFOR YA 13113 « (_.tj_ﬂ{ B82.7771 o Fax 482-2793

MuLTr92g
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Page Two

Copies of all responses shal] be placed on file with the Clerk of the Cout.

Sincerely,

e fien F

FRED de I'UNIAK,
.~ Foreperson
2002-2003 Civil Grand J ury
FdF.dsa
Ene.

@018/024 |
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2002-2003 SANTA CLARA COUNTY CIVIL GRAND J URY: ...
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., SURE S e T E EA

LISTING OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS, JOINT POWERS ™. Sl Uit
AGENCIES, DESIGNATED NON-PROFIT CORPORATIONS "'#¥
AND OTHER GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES

Summary -

The 2002-2003 Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) elected to
undertake an extensjve effort to solicit information from the various governmental
agencies within fhe county, in order fo generate ay in-depth apd comprehensive
listing of those entitieg covered under the Grand Jury’s aversight responsibilities.
The Grand Jury wag lergely successful,

The Grand Jury was able ta readily identify cities and school districts from

non-profit organizations have 10 specific documents that can be referenced, and
the responses for both types of entities required extensive follow-up. BEven at this
point, there is little confidence that the Jisting i complete in these areag, (see
Appendix G for definition of terms),

Background

Under the Califorma Penal Code (Penal Code or PC), all ¢ivil grand Juries are
charged with specific aversight responsibilities. Thess include:
*  PC Section 925 + County operations, accounts and records
* PC Section 9254 City and joint powers agencies
* PC Section 933.1 Redevelopment, housing and joint powers
agencies
*  PC Section 933.5 Special districts or commissions
PC Section 9336 Non-profit corporations established by or
operated on behalf of public emiticy

The Grand Jury determined that n order to establish the scope of its jurisdiction, a
comprehensive listing of a1l these entities in Santa Clara County was necessary.
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Finding |

At the start of the Grand Jury’s tem, oities, lowns, and school districts wore the
only dgeneies readily identificd, At that time, the latest report from the State
Controller's Office on special districts was for [he period 1996-97. In February
2003, the Grand Jury received an updated report for the period 1998-1999. There
was no comprehensive lsting of joint powers apencies, redevelopment agencies,
housing agencies, or non-profit corporations designated in PC 933.6, The Grand
Jury bas since ordered and received the State Comtroller’s Community
Redevelopment Agencies Annual Report, which provides the basic information
on housing and redevelopment enlities. The Grand Jury was not able to identify
any such reports for joint powers agencics or on-profit corporations. There are
some special focus reports on such subjects u¢ transportation planning or public
retitement~programs that are available from the State Controller’s Office,
However, these documents combined do not begin to cover the fiull spectrum of
Grand Jury responsibilities,

Requests for information were sent by the Grand Jury to the County Executive,
County Superntendent of Schools, ¢ity and town managers, school district
superintendents, communily college chancellors, and redevelopment/housing
anthorities with executive directors who are not city managers, No requests were
made of special distriets or joint powers agencics for secondary relationships. An
ekample would be 2 non-profit organization, such as Friends of the Library,
serving # joint powers library agency.

The Grand Jury faced several obstacles in deing its work, A major prablem was
the lack ol a clear legal definition of a non-profit organization as specified in PC
933.6. Another significant problem was when entity A would list entities 13 and C
as participating in z joint powers effort, but B and C did not report that same
effort. The Grand Jury expended considerable time and energy in gathering this
mfommation. It ig important that these documents be morg readily available both
to the Grand Jury and lhe goneral public,

The seven uppendices listed below contain the resulls of this effort
¢ Appendix A« Citjes, towns, and schoul districts (with abbreviations)
* Appendix B - Hnterprise Runds (tevenue generating government
: businesses)
*  Appeadix C'- Jointpower agoneics
¢+ Appendix I - Non-profit organizations
v+ Appendix B . Redevelopment and housing agencies
* Appendix F - Special districts
* Appendix G- Definitions

No succinct definition of a non-profit organization under PC 933.6 'was available
fo the Grand Jurv. Therefore, confusion exists as w the Grand hury's aversight

3]
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Recommendation I-1

The Grand Jmy recommends that the Santa Clara County Counsel prepare a
definition of a nor-profit Organization as it pertaing 10 PC: 933.6 that can be uged
48 a guideline by fiture Grand Juries,

Recommendation I»i-

The Grand Jury recommends that the Santa Clara County Counsel prepare
guidelines for the use of fiuture Grand JFuries on oversight responsibilities of
programs sponsored, co-sponsored orpartially fanded by public monieq,

Finding IT

were required with most other entities to obtain the current listing found in
Appendix C. Inal cases, the information requested by the Grand Jury had 1o be

Recommendation II

The Grand Jury recommends that the County of Santg Clara, the County Board of
Education, all cities and towns in Santa Clarg County, and all school districts of
the county prepare, maintain and make available tq the public, a narrative listing
of all joint powers ageneics {o which they belong, including Liability minimizing
agencies, It is recommonded that the Iist be published on an annual basis,

Finding II1

Information on non-profit organizalions assosisted with' spoeific entitics, or
entities providing conmmumity ssrvices, was not readily available. It wag prepared
only in response to the Grand Tury’s request for information, There is no
. opporturty for either public administrators or the general citizeary to evaluate
mformation ahout these entities. For example, the San Foge City Auditor’s Report
Number 02-12 1dentifies {hrea non-profit organizations, assipned and using

1

L
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government facilities, that have not had an agreemeut or lease for several years.
Theso solicitations were additionally complicaied hy the lack of & definition of
non-profit as covered under PC 933.6. I this Information is not availgble to the
Grand Jury, it is not available to the general public.

Recommendation 11Y-1

The Grand Jury recommends that the County of Santa Clara, the County Board of
Education, all citics and towns in Santa Clara County, and 211 schaol districis of
{he county prepare, maintain, and make available to the public, a narrative lsting
of all Maititenance and Operations Agreements (see Appendix G), with one or
mote non-profit organizations, as defined in Federal Internal Revenue Scrvice
faws. It is recommended that the Yst be published on an anmual basis.

Recommendation I11-2

The Grand Jury recommends that the County of $anta Clara, the County Board of
Education, all cities and towns in Santa Clara County, and all school districts of
the county prepare, maintain, and muke availablo to fhe public, a namralive listing
of all co-sponsorship agreemnents (see Appendix ), with one or more for-profit
organizations or non-profit Qrganization, 2s defined in Federal Internal Revenue
Service laws. It is recommended that the list be published on an annual basts,

Recommendation I11-3

The Grand Jury recommends that the County of Santa Clara, the County Board of
Education, all citics. and towns in Santa Clara County, and all school distrets of
the county prepare, maintain, and make available to the public a narrative listing
of all contributory agregments, (see Appendix (), with one or more Lor-profit
crgamizations or non-profit organizations as defined in Federal Tntemnal Revenue
Service laws, and are not specifically identified in the anmual budget and fiscal
report, It js recommended that the list be published on an annual basis.

Recommendation 1114

The Grand Jury recommends that the County of Santa Clara, the County Board of
Education, all cities and towns i Santa Clara County, and all schae! districts of
the county prepace, maintain, and make avaiiable fo the public 2 nammaiive Jisting
of all pon-profit or for-profit organizations that arc provided monthty leases, af no
08t or token cost, for space in government facilitics, or where space 18 provided
as a part of a working relationship. It ts recommmended that the list be published
o1 an atmual basis,

#
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PASSED
2003.

e jo Lo A

and ADOPTED by the Sants Clars County Civil Grand Jury on this 107 d &y of June,

Fred de Punizk -
Foreperson

M@.@Q%\ e

Patticia I, Cunningham 7 ~
Secretary
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Reference was made to the followlag reports published by the State of Califomiy, authored b y
- the Office of the Stale Controller:

Community Redevelopment Agencies Anmual Report, 2000-2001,
Public Refircment Systemns Annual Report, 1998-1999,

School Districts Annual Report, 19981999,

Special Districts Annal Report, 1998-1999,

Transportation Planning Agencies Annual Report, 1998-1599.
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California Penal Code §933.05, in relevant part;

933.05. (a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding,
the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: ’

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding,

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which cage
the response shal] specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an
explanation of the reasons therefor.

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand Jury
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following
actions:

(1) The recommendation hag been implemented, with summary regarding the
implemented action, -

' (2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented

in the future, with a timeframe for implementation,

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with ag explanation and the
scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and g timeframe for the matter to be
prepated for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being
investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when

the grand jury report,

(4) The recommendation wil] not be implemented because it is not warranted or is
not reasonable, with an explanation therefor

Ty
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Tune 24, 2003

Honcrable Jose Rsteves

Mayor

atid Memtbers of the City Couneil
City of Milpitas

453 FHast Calaveras Boulevard
Milpitas, CA 95035

Dear Mayor Hsteves and Members of the City Council:

The 2002-2003 Santa Clar County Civil Grand Jury is lransmilting o you its
Final Report, Review of Audits and Financial Reports.

California Penal Code Section 933(c) requires that a governing body of the
particular public agency or department which has been the subject of Grand Jury final

PLEASE NOTE;

L. As stated in Penal Code 933.05, you are required to "Agree" or
"Disagree" with each FINDING. Ifyou disegree, in whole ov part, you

»

tmusi inelude an explanation of the reasons you Aisagree.

2, As stated in Pensl Code 533.08, you are required to respond to each
recommendation with one of four possible qetions,

Your comments ute due in (he office, of the Honorable Thomas P, Hansen,
Presiding Judge, Santa Clara County Supetior Court, 191 North First Street, San Jose,
CA 95113, 1o Tater than Scptember 24, 2003,

AUPERINR (onpT BLirmiNe « 191 NorTH EresT STRFET, San INSF CalTFoRaa 5] (R
- e bt L

(DAY RR2+2721 = Kavx AA1-2745 b

-
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Page Two

Copies of all responses ghall be placed on file with the Cletk of the Court,

2002-2003 Civil (Jrand Jury
FdP:dga

Ene,



08/21/2003 THU 08:31 FAX 805 966 6584 SANTA BARBARA INN ovs/024

<
[ &y ]

(EN

i Y

[
2002-2003 SANTA CLARA COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY JU§2% 03

w3
3|

i

BXSER)
it

v
M

¥

REVIEW OF AUDITS AND FINANCIAL REPORTE! ™ -5 l %
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Summary

The 20022003 Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) examined
documents received from government cntities throughout the county. Among
these were:-

 financial reports

* audited financial statements

+ budgets

» audit reports
It conducted a review of the activities of all city internal auditors. As a result of its
reviews, the Grand Jury has several findings and recommendations.

Background

The Grand Jury reviews the financial reports and statements to determine whethey
ov not they have been issued. An assessment 1s made of their timeliness and
completeness. ‘

A. Terms Defined

Specialized terms are used ig this report, and in the interest of clarity, the

following simplified definitions are offared:

» Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFRY: A legally mandated
annual financial report defined by the (fovernment Accounting Standards
Board that includes gll the income, expenees, special funds, or designated
funds that are part of & government entity’s financial activities.

*  (overnment Accounting gtandards Board (GASB):  The national
accountancy board thal estsblishes the standards to be used in el
governmental aceounting.

¢ Specia]l Digtricts: These are special  districts that have taxing

- : authority, The distriet is governed by a board of directors, which may be
a city or town council, A special district may be a pagt of a city or cut

BCross city lines, Some enterprise funds (funds that charpe 2 fee for
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B.

facilities or services) arc speeial districts, For cxample, the Loma Prieta
Resotres Congervation District isa special district, The California Sigte

Controllers Office lisis 92 fanctions for special districts,

* Jont Powers Agencies JPAY These aguncics Cross  geopolitical
boundaties to addresy a common responsibility, They are governed by
representatives from (he govermnment entities sharing their authority.
Several cities getting together to joinitly provide a Wastewater treatment
system or expanded library facilitics ‘are examples of 4 JPA. Schogl
districts getting fogether fo Jolntly provide student frangportation services
is also a JPA. '

» Mang sment arts and Process Aundits: In addition 15 {inzncial reports,
the Grand Jury reviewed the results of management reports and Process
audits. Management TEPOILS are overviews with general recommendations,
Process auditg invalyve the testing of a gystem with  specilic

timecards are not signed by the employee, and that 20% are not signed by
the supervisor. 4 recommendation on g Process audit is specific, such as;

change the POy to return all unsigned ‘timecards 1o the SUpervisar's
mangger jor action,

Comprehensive Annmal Financial Reports

This fiscal year was the first year that government ageneies with revenues in
excess of $100 million were 1o comply with the requirements of Statement 34 of
the GASB, Ag noted, GASB is a nationa) standards board that defines the

[Z006/024
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Authority, and the cities of Mountain View, Palo Alto, San J ose, Santa Clara, and
Sunnyvale. Several entities indicated withiu thelr CAFRs that they were sfil}
wortking to finalize such items as the current value of capiial asscts,

Based on the size of their revenue, Gilroy and Monte Sereno are not Tequired at
this time fo provide CAFRs. Therefore, they submitted andited financial
statemnents. Two entities, Los Altos and Los Altos Hills, did not have their final
reporls availuble. (See Table 1 balow) '

TABLE 1

Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports Received

ENTITY REPORT
Campbell CAFR
Cuprertino » CAFR
Gilroy ' Statement
Los Altos Not available
Los Altos Hills Not available
Los Gatos CATR
Milpitas CAFR
Montc Sereno Statement
Morgan Hill CAFR
Mountain View CAFR

Falo Alto CAFR

San fose CAFR

Santa Clara ' CAFR
Saratoga : CAFR
Summyvale CAFR

Santa Clara County CAFR,

Hoorso24
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Santa Clara County Water Disirict CAFR

Santa Clars Valley Transportation
Authority CAFR

C.  Budgets

doosso24

As already noted, wnder the guidclines of GASB Staterment 34, reporting
government entities mst provide budget and budget performance information in
their CAFRs. Based on the phasing requirements of Statement 34, cntitics with
revenues in excess of $100 million are required to include this information in the
2001-2002 report. This year, the Grand Jury requested budget juformation along
with the other reports, The Grand Jury used these publications for reference in

the course of its oversight funetion. Budgets wére received from:

»  Campbell

*  Mountain View

s  San Jose

¢+ Santa Clara :

¢ County of Samia (ara (Preliminary only)

This year, budgets were not required of the other cities in the county as their prior

year revenue did not exesed $100 million,

D. Audits

The Grand Jury did not routinely request audit informatio

n from school districts

or IPAS, with the exeeption of the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, A
limited munber of special distriot reports were requested.  Appendix A is a st of

audit reports reecived and reviewed by the Grand Jury.

Each audit report was reviewed to determine if any additional uction or f ollow up
by the Grand Jury would be beneficial, Bighisen reports required follow up (see
Follow-up column in Appendix A). Follow up actions included Grand Jury
requests for additional informatjon, responses, implementation schedules, or

refetral to fisture Grand Juries for further inquiry,

E, Internal and Independent Auditors

The Grand Jury surveyed the county’s gities and towns to determine what level of
intetnal or independent audits were routine to each city, For the first time, the
Grand Jury requested that all cities and fowns provide their process audits and
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menegement reports. The Grand Jury received and evaluated sixty-cight audits of

all types (see App endix A).

There Is an internal auditor for the County of Santa Clare. The internal auditor for
the County of Santa Clara is used ‘o audi! state and federal grants, as is required

by those grants.

When the internal auditor reports dircetly to the ¢ity council in o

pen meetings, the

public is fully aware of the actions of the auditor, including the reasons for a

recommendation  to  expand or tegminate an audit,

and

recommendations mede, along with the staff Tesponses, become part of the public

Il

reeord. There ig no requirement for meatings helween the city manager and his

staff'to be public.

In addition, the City of Santa Clara has established the function of city auditor and
assipned it to the city cletk’s office, Thig fimelion is lmited 1o independently

verifying support data for disbursements, but does not provide any process andit,

All entities which were checked used independent auditors for their anmual
Teports. Entifies without internal auditors used independent auditors or oversipht
agencies for audits of specific funds or functions. The Grand Jury found the
Smaller entities had determined the hiring of a full-time internal auditor was not
Alscally foasible and relied on contracted independent auditors for selected process

Andits.

F. . Conclusions

The process audit information gathered gives the Grand Jury confidence that
reasonable cfforls are heing made to provide the citizens of the county with

efficient and responsive serviges, There are indications that sronger support for
the implementation of audit recommendations by the appropriate goveming
boards would lead to even greater improvemen! in services and programs.
Examples from the cities of Palo Alte apd San Jose audit recomrnendation statusg

reports follow:

*  Palo Alto report of September 2002 lists 53 recommendations, 29 of

which were holdovers from the November 2001 report.

Four

recommendations (7.6%) have been implemented, of which two are
from 1997 and two fiom 1999, The balance, 49 (90.7%), are “in

process,” with eight from April 1998,
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* The San Jose report of the 6 months ending Decernber 31, 2002 shows
94 recommendations nof yet implemented. The earliest of these is
from 1988, Of these 94 recommendations, 22 (23.4%) have been
implemented, 57 (60.6%) are only pariglly implemented and 13
(13.8%) have nat been implemenied. One wag refected and one, from
1995, continues to be deferred,

The internal auditor for the City of Sunnyvale reports to ths city manager. Two

ability to evaluate the operations of (he deparlments and the effectivencss of the
restructuring. Not reporting to the c¢ity council in open forum provides an
opportunity for public perception of a cover up, which negales (he value of
internal auditors as independent evaluators.

Recommendation I

Finding IT

The Grand Jury recormmends that the City of Sunnyvate‘ have the internal auditor
roport divectly to the City Council,

The City of Santa Clara has designated a city auditor function and assigned it to
the city clerk, who is independently elected. Crarrent auditing activities are limited
to verification of expendiiures and associated documentation,

Recommendation i1

The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Santa Clara expand the
responsibilities of the city auditor fanction to include internal andit
responsibilities and separale this function from the office of the city clerk,
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Finding 1§

seven cities/towns did not provide the Grand Jury with managesment reports or
procesg audits. They ate: .
e  Campbell
Gilroy
Los Altos
Los Altos Hills
Los Gatos
Monte Sereno
Santa Clara

fa & 8 & & @

Milpitas submitted a single audit on internal financial controls.

The failure of the smaller cities/tawns o perform regular management reports or
process audits is understandable, However, for our more moderate-sized or larger
citigs, such as Campbell, Gilroy, Milpites and Santa Clara, to ignore these tools of
good management is ta overlogk potential improvements in providing high
quality, efficient services to thelr citizens, '

Recommendation I11I-1

The Grand Jury recormends that all cities or towns that do not current]y include
the Grand Jury on their routine distribution hst for financial reports, CAFRs,
budget, and andit reports add the Grand Jury to their list,

Recommendation TI1-2

The Grand Jury recommends that the eities of Campbell, Gilroy, Milpitas and
Santz Clara implement & program of process audiis and process adhorencc,
providing copies of the audits and staff responses to-the Grand Jury.

Recommendation I1I-3

The Grand Jury recommends that Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los (Gatos, and Monte Sereno
develop plans for the review of procedures and compliance, providing the information, results
and recomumendations 1o the Grand J ury.
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YASSED and ADOPTED by the Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury on this 29™ day of May,
2003.
Fred dcﬁﬂlak M

Forepersgn

o —
Foraparson Pro/Tem
DY ‘
Q{‘&‘s&:’,@

Patncua L Cunmngham
Secrctary (

e
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APPENDIX A
FY 2002-2003 AUDITS, FINANGIAL REPORTS AND LETTERS RECEWED
ENTITY ORFUND DEPT TYPE Recond | Follow Up |
Counfy . —_— e .
Gontroller Audit Controller MF& . Y ..
(Frofesgional Group, Vailey Health Svcs IBCVHHS 1A .6 ‘1
Data Center Qperatioris SCVHHS 1A . 7 _
Employee Benefits HR Mgt 8 Y
Grants . _[__ 1 o
Juvenile Crime Enforcement | Probation |14 5 Y
Auto Insurance Fraud DA A _
Organlzed Auta Fraud {nterdistion Prog. DA, 1A . .
Workers Comp. Fraud DA IA _ ]
Funds-- )
SCC Lawlbrary — A ]
Child Developrient Program Soc Sves' IA
School Districty o
Gavllan Joint Community College District jF-‘iscal 5
Joint Pawers Agencies B ! e ~
Santa Clara Valley Water Dislrict _ [GAFR
| Shecial Districts - T —
Loma Prista Resource Consy, Dist, |Fiscal ) N
Saratoga Public Financing Authority . [Flscgl
Burbank Sanitary District ]CAFR
Saratogs Cemetery District Fiscal
CITY OF GUPERTING , . ~ T
Singls Grant Audit - Finance (1A
Cupertine RDA, RDA (A
CAFR Momt Leller Finance 1A b e
CITY OF MILPITAS T
Internal Conlrol Structure Finance |Flscal }
|
CITY OF MORGAN HILL ™ _ IR
Margan Hill RDA Housing Fund Requiremeénts RDA _|Mgmt 3 |
Morgan Hill Pellee Property & Evidence Op's Police ‘IMgmt Y
Board of Correclions Inyp, of MH Holding Fac. Poilce Mgmt 3 R
Development Process Services —— Comrn Devt fMgrnt -39 Y
Health Inspection of Morgan Hil Holding Facility Police Myt 3 ]
Risk Management Audit . |Finance Mgmt 26 ki
CAFR Management Report —e Finance Fiscal g, Y ..
CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW R il
Fowthill Disposal Co. Compliance Audit City Mami .
Cash Handling Procedures 1969 Various Study 16
Cash HandlIng Procedures 2002 Varfous Mgmt 15
grar_y Organization Review Library Sevs  [Mgmt 58
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APPENDIX A
FY 2002-2003 AUD(TS, FINANCIAL REPORTS AND LETTERS RECEIVED
[ ENTITY OR FUND DEPT | TYPE | Recmd | Foliow Un
CITY OF PALO ALTOQ | e
Utility Risk Mgmt Frocedures Utilities Op's Mgmit 24 Y
Contract Processing Times Study N _ C
Internal Control Structure - Finance Mgt "f 7 Y_
A — e . {Mgmt, -
Public Improve Com. FY2001 & 2002 (Flnance . }fiscal
Reglonal Water Quallty Confrol Plant £V 2067 (Finance ™" " '|Figcal [
Cable Coop Franchise Year End 2000 & 2001 [Firance Flseal )
Bicydle/Ped FY2000 & 2001 Finange Fiscal Lo I
Payroll Procedures & Pracliceg e .. _ [Finance Figeal 10 Y
CITY OF SAN JOSE I J
Cash Handling/Refund ~ Bullding Mgmt 6 Y
Custormer Service Call Center Admin IMgrnt 2
Loy CashB Change Funds — — oy [Mant I R
Property Mgmt Gperafiong Fublic Wgﬁcgu IMamit 12 Y
Rental Dlspute Program INeigh Svcs Mgt 8
58N Jose Arena Mgmt__ Mgmt 8
San Jese Office of Equality Assutance T OEA Mgrnt .. 10
Hayes Renalssance Canter Compliance with Mamt 3 Y
Agréement
|Survey of Real Propedty Inventory Mgmt ] l
[Neighborhood Clean@gProggm o e . ____(Planning Mamt e
Project Technology Education (Fech Q 1] S S o
Vehlcle Replacement Program Gen 8ves Mgmt 15
CITY OF SARATOGA L
CAFR Mamt Report .. _|Finance Fiscal | S B
CITY OF SUNNYVALE - __ - _
Review Program 783 Stafis - PW, Fleet Sves [Review
Sun/GIS One Stop Permitting . L 30
Cabla TV TCI Cabls
Housing Dlvision Operatiora Housing IMgmt
Federal Equltable Sharing Program 2001, 2002 Hausing . Fiscal
Mint Program Performance .. [Rublie Works  [Review L
Slandby Processes PW, Bidg, 1§~ Mgmt
Library Collection Frogram 636 Library  [Mpmt
Library Services Fragram 637 __|Cbrary Mgt
Library Learning Program 838 e Mgmi
Cash Recelpls Process f
Furchasing Card Review T ___f
T T ——— by 4 ——ny 1
OTHER AGENCY AUDITS L ! -
Juvenile Conflnement Facilitles ~ Inspection | .
[ L T
_"The City of Sunnyvale had twa audlts that were not complsted: Transportation Operatians Audit was halted
. pending reorganization, and Ageourits Payable was never completed. - ? -
L
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Column headings:

Entity or Fund
Dept '
Type

Recmnd
Follow-up

Appendix Key

Name of audit report

Department included in the audit

Type of report
1A Internal Audit

Fiscal =~ Financial Audit only

Mgt Management or proccss audit

CAFR Comprehensive Annual Financial Report

Study Study with recommendations

Review  Review of status of resommendations

Inspect.  Inspection report

Number of Recommendations in Audit Report
Fallow-up actions by Grand Jury

dots/o24



California Penal Code §933.05, in relevant part:

933.05. (a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding,
the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following:
(1) The respondent agrees with the finding, '
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case
the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an
explanation of the reasons therefor. '
(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury
recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following
actions:

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the
implemented action,

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implernented
in the future, with a timeframe for implementation. '

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the

the grand jury report. : .
(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is
not reasonable, with an explanation therefor ce



